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PROCEEDI NGS
9:30 a.m

MR WLLIAMS: I'mRay WIllians, the Acting
Regi onal Director of FEMA Region 9. And we're glad to
sponsor this neeting of the Western Territory, which is FEVA
Regions 8, 9 and 10. That's Denver, Seattle and San
Francisco. |It's basically the west coast.

In particular I amglad to be the one to wel cone
you here to this western neeting because in addition to
bei ng Acting Regional Drector of FEMA Region 9, |I'malso
the Deputy Regional Director of FEMA Region 10. So |I have
roots in both regions, two out of the three.

FEMA received its mssion for off-site nucl ear
preparedness for commercial nuclear power plants in 1979, as
a direct consequence of the Three Mle Island incident. It
was the first mssion, first magjor mssion that was added to
our agency. W had been created by President Carter that
sane year

Now the President's action in giving us
responsibility was a direct result of his seeing that the
protection of public health and safety around a nucl ear
power plant is a nost serious business.

This public nmeeting that I'mwelcomng you to

here this nmorning is a clear indication that we continue to

HERI TAGE REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (202) 628-4888




take our off-site preparedness responsibilities very
seriously.

The Strategic Review Steering Conmttee has
wor ked for over a year to exam ne various aspects of our
radi ol ogi cal energency preparedness program W call that
REP. It's to big to say in one phrase. To |ook at new ways
to better inplenent that REP program

We're making a huge effort to take a | ook at our
current REP programto see if there's a way we can do a
better job to protect the health and safety of the public.
This is consistent with the President's initiative when he
first cane into office to reinvent the governnent.

To insure that we have the best information the
Commttee is soliciting input frommany sources. This
meeting is another step in continuing that effort to be sure
that they've heard fromall parties that have information
they'd like to inmpart, an opinion, before making any
recommendati ons for change.

So | encourage you to take the opportunity to
provi de feedback to this Conmttee. That's the sole reason
that they're here. They know that you've got inportant
information to provide, so please take the tine to provide
it. It looks like we'll have plenty of tine.

| feel confident that this is going to be a very
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productive neeting, and I want to thank you in advance for
hel ping us to restructure the REP programto further enhance
FEMA' s preparedness effort.

l|'"d like to introduce Anne Martin, who is the
Deputy Director of our Exercises D vision at FEMA
Headquarters. And she is Chair of the Strategic Review
Steering Commttee. Anne.

M5. MARTIN: Thank you very much, Director
WIllianms, for setting the stage for our neeting today. And,
t hank you, for joining with us today.

To begin the programwe'd |ike to provide you an
overview of the strategic review process, where we' ve been,
how we got to where we are today, and where we're goi ng, of
cour se.

As Ray nentioned, the program-- FEMA' s
responsibilities with the program began in Decenber of 1979
when FEMA took responsibility or the lead for off-site
radi ol ogi cal energency response planning. The m ssion at
that time, and it has not changed, and it will not change,
it's part of the strategic review, is the protection of the
public health and assuring the public safety around
commer ci al nucl ear power plants.

Well, the program evol ved and grew for the next

15 years, and roughly in February 1994 through Septenber of
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1996, the National Enmergency Managenent Associ ation, severa

of their subcommttees issued resolutions which they passed

on to FEMA concerning the Radiol ogi cal Energency

Prepar edness Program

In 1994 t hrough 1997 as the National REP
Conference nmet in their yearly neetings those attendees
proposed changes, and they al so were passed on to FEMA as an
outgrowm h of their neetings.

In May of 1995 the Nucl ear Energy Institute
prepared a white paper, which was given to FEMA, concerning
suggested changes to the REP Program And you may recal
that in February of 1995 FEMA held what is popularly known
as the Kansas City neeting. And that was the neeting to
streanm ine exercise reporting and it resulted in the SERF
or the Standard Exercise Report Format, which is currently
i n use.

O her than the SERF report, there have been no
maj or changes to REP programsince it's beginning in 1979.
So, in June of 1996, bearing in mnd the resolutions that
had cone from NEMA, the NEI white paper, and al so coments
that had conme in fromthe National REP Conference, as well
as other state and local entities, FEMA Director, Janes Lee
Wtt directed that there would be the first conprehensive

review of the REP program O course, this was 17 years
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after the program had begun and many things had changed
since 1979.

There were also a couple of itens going on on the
national stage that had a bearing on the FEMA REP review.
That was the national performance review that was set in
pl ace by the current Adm nistration, and al so the Gover nnment
Perf ormance and Review Results Act, which was directed at
the federal governnent, that the federal government take an
in-depth | ook at progranms such as REP that had been ongoi ng
for a nunber of years, to | ook at performance criteria, to
| ook at the results being attained fromthe energy put on
t hose prograns; and also outlined a nodel. And that's the
nodel that we used as a steering commttee in outlining the
REP Strategi c Review.

Now there were two other acts that influenced the
strategic review, the evolvenent of the way we would carry
it out. One of those is the Federal Advisory Commttee Act.

You may be famliar with that. That's an Act whose
responsibility lies with the General Services
Adm nistration. And it governs the federal governnent
interaction with nongovernnmental entities.

To have the public participate in the REP
Strategic Review it would have to be done through this Act,

t he Federal Advisory Conmttee Act. Federal advisory
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commttees are probably a two-year process to establish.
The process is undertaken on those activities that are
deened to be of a long termor continuing process. And the
REP Strategic Review has a sunset provision in it.

The ot her act that governed the strategic review
is the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. That's an Act that was
signed by President dinton in March of 1995 and it
indicated that federal, state and tribal governnents did
have the responsibility and the federal governnent had the
responsibility to nove themearly on, as early as possible
prior to the issuance of any rule or any procedures that
woul d i npact them

And it also directed that federal departnents and
agencies woul d consult with a wide variety of state, |ocal
and tribal governnent entities.

| nmentioned earlier that the CGovernnent
Performance and Results Act nodel was what we used in the
strategic review of the REP program And that node
dictates that there be a needs assessnent of the program
that's being reviewed. That the objectives be revalidated,;
be very clearly stated; be revised, if necessary; that
strategi es be devel oped for the review, and that there be
st akehol der involvenent in the review

Before you go on | wanted to nention a little
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bit. The needs assessnent, we actually went out to the
public at large to assess the needs. That was through the
Federal Register with an announcenent.

The objectives, the objective has not changed
since the initial mssion in 1979. The objective was still
to be protection of public health and safety.

And the strategies we devel oped for this review,
"1l be talking to you about those with the next \Vugraph.

And, of course, the stakeholders |I nentioned,
state, local, tribal. W had a neeting in Septenber, the
federal forum And then we're here at the at-1large
stakehol ders neeting. And I'll elaborate on that in just a
coupl e of seconds.

Okay, Tom Mentioned the strategies for the
review. Typically we have done planning using the |inear
pl anning nodel. That is, as a federal entity, headquarters
and regions, we issue a draft plan. W issue a draft
docunent. Receive comments on that docunment, and then
typically go into inplenmentation

For the REP Strategi c Review we | ooked at anot her
nodel to use, and that is what's called accordion pl anni ng.

Now, if you'll take note, the circles on this transparency
indicate the Strategic Review Steering Commttee, and each

of those bl ocks indicate the stakehol ders.
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The first circle, Strategic Review Steering
Comm ttee, net, devel oped certain concepts, and I'll be
speaking nore to those in just a nonent. And then we went
on that first square, expanded out to our state, |ocal and
tribal government for stakehol der input.

Came back in, Strategic Review Steering
Committee. Went back out, expanded back out to the federal
forum which was held in Dallas in Novenber. And, again,
the final, the public-at-large stakeholders. W're here at
this nmeeting today, and then we'll be neeting in the m dwest
and on the east coast later in the week.

Based on the input fromall of these neetings,
and as they inpact on the concept papers that wll be
presented to you very shortly, the steering conmttee wll
be devel oping a draft docunent. Then that docunent, the
i nput again will be expanded out to the public at |arge.
Those draft concepts will be published in the Federal
Register. It will be published on the FEMA website. And
it's after receiving those comments that the steering
commttee would fornul ate additional recomendations. And
only after that we would go into inplenmentation

To give you a little bit nore background, in July
of 96 the Strategic Review was announced in the Federal

Regi ster. This was a Federal Register announcenent that
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went out just, no holds barred; 120-day comment period. And
we said to the public, give us your comments on the REP
program anything that you feel that needs to be changed.
There were no paraneters to these coments ot her than the
primary objective, which is maintaining the public health
and safety.

A 120-day comment period, as | nentioned. During
that 120 days we had 60 respondents who canme in with 178
specific comments. You can see here the major topic areas.

Exercises was a major topic area. General rep policy and

gui dance. And then a few comrents on rep pl ans.

| haven't nmentioned the Strategic Review Steering
Committee. This is a list of the steering commttee. They
are all here with you today. And you'll have an
opportunity to, if you haven't net them already, you'll be
hearing fromthemas they coment on the concept papers.

The steering commttee, what 1'd |like to point
out to you is that the steering conmttee was put together
wi th sonme thought as part of the strategy for attaining a
true strategic review of the REP program

We have NRC, the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssi on,
on the commttee; both the Energency Preparedness and the
Response sides of NRC. W have PTE, the Preparedness

Trai ni ng and Exerci se managenent of FEMA from our regional
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offices, on the commttee.

The RAC, the Regional Advisory Chair. W have
representation fromthose individuals on the commttee. As
well as fromthe headquarters | evel, we have REP policy and
REP training represented.

So the steering conmmttee was established to
bring together all of the experiences across the agency that
had a stake in the REP program

| nmentioned the Federal Register notice, the
120-day comrent period, all of the coments that cane in.
The steering conmmttee took those comments fromthe Federal
Regi ster, as well as the resolutions that were passed by
NEMA, as well as the comments or papers that had cone in
fromthe National REP Conference, and the Nucl ear Energy
Institute white paper, as well as various coments that cane
in from FEMA staff who had worked on the program both in
the past and currently.

And fromall of those comments there seened to be
four principal concepts that energed. And the commttee
crafted those into these four concept papers that you see
before you. And these will be presented shortly.

Comments seemto fall into -- delegate into what
m ght be ternmed a del egated state, exercise, streanlining,

partnership and the REP program and the radi ol ogi cal aspects
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of REP.

| also would stress, and | think our presenters
later will stress to you that these are concepts. As part
of this kind of strategic review, concepts are put together
and then we take themout to the stakeholders to really get
a true assessnent of what needs to stay and what perhaps
needs to be revised with the concepts. O just what the
st akehol der assessnent is.

So, where do we go fromhere? The plan is that
in January the Strategic Review will commence deliberation
on the cooments that we'll be receiving today, the coments
that we'll receive at the m dwest neetings, as well as at
the east coast neeting. The comments that we received at
the federal, state and tribal neeting, as well as the
federal forum

Then in January of this year, January of 97, the
Strategic Review Steering Commttee commenced del i beration
on all of these concepts that had cone in via all of the
papers, as well as the Federal Register.

Al'so in January another initiative was undertaken
by FEMA and that was establishing a regional advisory
commttee, assistance commttee, that is the chair of each
of the RAC committees in the FEMA regions, com ng together

to tal k about consistency across regions, or just having a
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forumto discuss the various activities.

In July of 97 the RACAC revi ewed the concept
papers. As | nentioned in Septenber the governnment
st akehol ders neeting actually reviewed the concept papers.
The federal stakehol ders reviewed the concept papers in
Dall as. And then today and Thursday and Friday these sane
concept papers will be reviewed with each of you at these
publ i c neetings.

We anticipate in January of 98 having a FEVA
st akehol ders neeting, that is our FEMA staff. They have not
had an opportunity to comment as of this point on the
concept papers as they stand. And pending funding, we do
plan to bring all of the FEMA staff together to comment on
t he concept papers.

VWhat's in the future? |In February of 98, roughly
two nonths fromnow, we anticipate having proposed
recomendations go to the FEMA Director. Then after that,

t hose recommendati ons would go into the Federal Register for
a comment period. And our plan is that by May of 98 there
woul d be sone draft recommendations that would go to the
FEMA Director for later inplenentation by FEMA Headquarters
in the FEMA regions.

That is an outline of the process that the

Strategic Review Steering Comnmttee used in |ooking at the
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REP program And as | nentioned we are still looking at it
because we're | ooking at you to provide additional comrents
to assist us in that | ook.

So, without further cooment 1'd like to turn to
the next part of the programwhich is actually a review of
the concept papers. And to take us through that reviewit's
my pleasure to introduce to you M. Rick Aunan. He is from
Human Technol ogies, and will be acting as the Facilitator
for today's activities. Rick.

MR. AUMAN.  Thanks, Anne.

|"d like to quickly run through some ground rul es
for this norning and this afternoon, and just tal k about how
this session will go, to give you sone idea of how we intend
to run the neeting here.

First of all, each of the concept papers wll be
presented. They will give you a quick overview of their
concept papers. The panelists will cone up and give a quick
overvi ew of the papers.

We woul d ask that you hold any questions you have
until after they've finished their presentation. And then
there will be time for any clarifying questions that you may
have at that tine.

We woul d ask that you, if you have clarifying

guestions, please nove to one of the m crophones. There's
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several reasons for that. One, of course, we're in a |arge
auditoriumhere. It will be easier for the panelists to
hear, as well as your coll eagues to hear your questions.

And, finally, we do have a recorder who is taking down al
our comrents and will be transcribing them It wll be
easier for himto hear your questions if you do have those.

There wll be a staff person at each m crophone
to assist you if the m crophone is not turned on, or if
there are any problens. And they'll indicate to you when
it's your turn to ask that question. And the panelists wll
t hen respond.

| f you have prepared responses and comments that
you would like to make those will begin this afternoon at
2:00. We would ask, if you have comments to nmake at 2:00,
if you would just line up at either of the two m crophones.
And, of course, given the small nunbers that shouldn't be a
probl em fi ndi ng space for you

We established a ground rule of five m nutes per
person, not know ng how many people would show up. W woul d
ask that you stick with that at |least to begin with here.
Al t hough, of course, there wll be plenty of tinme if any of
you want to conme back and continue comments we wi |l be happy
to listen to those as long as we're here, which will be till

4:30 this afternoon.
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W'l |l take comrents from one mcrophone at a

time, alternating back and forth. As |long as people want to

continue to stay and tal k about the program we'll stay up
until our ending tinme, which will be at 4:25 we'll take our
| ast comments, and we'll end at 4:30, if there's anything

el se that people would |ike to pass on. Ckay?

Again, as you go up to the m crophone there wll
be sonebody at each m crophone. They'll brief you on the
ground rules fromthe m crophone, ask you to give your nane
and your affiliation, those kinds of things, for the
recorder. And then we'll tell you when it's your turn to
of fer your statenents. Okay?

Are there any questions before we begin?

Ckay, the first paper we'll present this norning
is the partnership paper in the REP program That wll be
presented by Sharon Stoffel, Mary Lynn MIler and Stan
Macl ntosh will be com ng up, as well. Yeah.

M5. MLLER Good norning. My nane is Mary Lynn
Mller. I'mfromFEVA Region 4 in Atlanta, Georgia.

Anne pretty nmuch gave you a good overvi ew of
basically how we approached this as a conmttee, in terns of
t he concept papers, thenselves. And | think the one concept
that really needs to be brought out is in terns of the

actual feedback that we got fromthe Federal Register
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comments and those fromthe other organizations, that this
Commttee's role was to assimlate those into concepts that
could be | ooked at; but, basically it was not the role of
the Commttee to actually create these ideas. So, these are
basically a conpilation of things that canme fromthe Federa
Regi ster.

And we sel ected the partnership paper as the
initial paper for the presentation because it is probably
t he nost over-arching of all of the concept papers. The
concept thenme really touches all of the papers, thensel ves.

And the basic issue involved in this concept
paper is should the role traditionally assuned by FEVA be
nodi fied fromprincipally that of evaluator, of state and
|l ocal ability to inplenent energency response plans, to one
nore defined as a partnership with a broader relationship
with the constituents.

And towards that end | think you probably al
have copies of the paper or have seen it. But basically
it's divided into four topic areas. | wll present the
first two sections, those being performance and policy. And
my col |l eague, Sharon Stoffel, will present the second two
sections, which are technical assistance and federal
exerci se participation.

And | nust point out as you hear these, the
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portions of the concept paper presented, that each of these
sections should be treated rather independently. In other
wor ds, one section could be adopted w thout the other
sections. So it could be selected between the different
conponents of the concept paper. And that could be done
very successfully.

Qobvi ously the partnership woul d be enhanced with
the full adoption of all the concepts, but again, they are
rat her independent in their context. Stanley, the next one,
pl ease. Stanley Maclntosh from Region 2, from New York, has
kindly assisted us in our flipping here.

Beginning first with the performance section,
many conmenters proposed that federal, state and | ocal
government entities all have the same goal of protecting
health and safety to the public. And so therefore many of
the coments received focused on providing nore flexibility
to state and | ocal governments, and reducing federal
oversight in general

Many comrenters rel ayed that these
recommendat i ons appeared to be particularly applicable to
REP in the environnment that we're in right now, in that
first, over the years the REP program has existed, the
program has devel oped a very defined definition of the

capabilities that a state and |local and tribal governnent
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must possess in order to adequately protect the public.

And at the sane tine those sane years produced a
sense of maturity and experience level within those entities
to be able to carry out those plans to protect the public.
And that the established record of performance justified a
hi gher degree of control over the actual execution of the
program and the environnment that we exist in now.

A nunber of commenters recommended consi stency
with the guiding principles for federal efficiency outlined
in the national performance review or NPR |I'msure you're
probably all basically famliar with that.

NPR recommends t he devel opnent of performance
partnershi ps between the entities of federal sector and
state and |l ocal and tribal governnments. And the focus of
the partnerships is really seen as twofol d.

First, it does recomrend increased flexibility on
how to actually acconplish goals that are set out and agreed
to nationally. Coupled secondly with an increased sense of
accountability in how those are done. So kind of, could be
seen as a trade-off, a flexibility and accountability.

And the inplenenting fashion in how to nove
towards that, Anne nentioned in her introductory remarks,

t he Governnent Performance and Results Act, or GPRA, which

is the guiding docunent for federal strategic planning.
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VWhat you'll see here in kind of a conplicated
little slide is the GPRA structure is really a tiered system
that is not, I'"msure not foreign to anyone who's been
involved in strategic planning. Basically at the gl obal
| evel, strategic goal setting. Goals which conplenent the
overall mssion of the program And then fromthere the
devel opment of results-focused objectives. And generally
performance neasures or some way to gauge whet her or not
you' ve gotten there, are added at that particular |evel.

And t hen based on those goals and objectives that
woul d be again nore global or nationally set, the state and
| ocal governnments woul d devel op uni que outconmes to achi eve
those. So the way to actually inplenment that would be the
flexibility portion of that.

Now, the process, itself, was suggested to best
take place in terns of the goal-setting portion of it, the
upper level, in stakeholder or consensus fashion, so there
is input into those objectives as that noves forward.

The chal | enge here, of course, is logistics. And
how to acconplish that with adequate stakehol der input and
still keeping the process nmanageabl e.

Just to give you -- here at the bottom of the
slide you'll see PPA, off to the left, and then ot her

avenues. The structure which conprises FEMA's agreenent
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Wi th state governnents in a non-di saster environnent are
performance partnership agreenents, or PPAs.

A nunber of comenters recommended that REP be
included in the state's performance partnership agreenment to
better facilitate the integration of REP into overal
enmer gency pl anni ng.

Now t he paper, and | guess | need to point this
out very strongly, the paper does not recomend the shifting
of funding through the performance partnership agreenent.
The paper recommends that the funding agreenent that
currently exists with utilities of state and | ocal
governments remain in place.

But PPAs are not directly tied to funding. They
are strategic goal -setting docunents. And so therefore have
an enphasis on planning rather than actual resources. And
actually the paper points out that the actual use of the
PPA, itself, is not the critical path. But the strategic
pl anni ng that underlies that as being the basic concept.

So the basic question here is, is a strategic
pl anni ng approach valid for REP at this point. O have the
goal s and objectives al ready been adequately established.

So that would be the feedback we'd be | ooking for fromyou.

Next slide, Stanley. There's a little bit of a

di sconnect on letters here, so let nme clarify that.
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Oiginally there was a B section in this paper that was an
eval uation conponent. That particular section, as we
progressed in our assessnent of the concept papers, appeared
to heavily overlap the exercise streamining. And we were
finding that people were repeating their comments. And so
rat her than maki ng people do that, we have noved t hat
portion of this paper into the exercise streamnining paper.
So there's a B section that's evaluation that has been
renoved

So, actually in noving forward into the policy
devel opnment, it will read as Cin your concept paper. But
we have not |eft anything out, we just shifted it over.

So the second section of this paper is policy
devel opnment, and focuses on the need for greater stakehol der
i nvol venent in the devel opnment of ongoing policy. The paper
di scusses a nunber of nethods for that including the use of
wor kshops and conf erences, anong ot hers.

And the success, | think Anne nentioned the
Kansas City conference, the success in the devel opnent of
the standard exercise report format or SERF was referenced
by a nunber of comrenters as a positive nodel for
st akehol der i nput.

And the comments we have received to date in

doi ng, as Anne nentioned, we've gone through a nunber of
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t hese various stakehol der input neetings. The comments
we' ve received to date on that process have had a relatively
hi gh approval |evel on that increased stakehol der
i nvol venent .

The pros, of course, of continuing, and in fact
i ncreasi ng stakehol der input to policy devel opnent i nclude
i ncreased ownership, inproved consistency, and a broader
access to technical expertise that is possessed throughout
the country.

It should be recognized that it does require a
nmore in-depth anal ysis of stakehol der positions to insure
t he adequate policy is adopted, and therefore this
col | aborative neans is nore tine intensive, but certainly
the results had been found to be nore useful.

Ckay, we'll go on ahead and proceed with Sharon's
two sections, and then open it up for any clarifying
gquestions you may have.

M5. STOFFEL: Good norning, |'m Sharon Stoffel
and I work for FEMA in the Boston Regional Ofice, Region 1.

"1l be talking with you about technical
assi stance suggestions that were recorded in the concept
paper .

And for starters, I'd like to clarify the use of

the termtechnical assistance. Sonme of you may think of it
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in purely technical radiological terns, but the context of
the commenters fromthe Federal Register was nuch broader
It would include programmatic and pl anni ng assi stance, as
wel | as radiol ogical assistance.

Comrents were provided suggesting FEMA shift its
enphasis from prescriptive evaluation to technica
assistance to the states, tribal nations and | ocal
government. This would be intended to inprove the
partnership, as Mary Lynn was describing earlier.

FEMA woul d nove fromthe role of an evaluator to
nore of a facilitator/educator. And presumably inproved
custoner service would result.

Sone exanpl es of technical assistance that are
contained in the paper and were provided by the comenters
i ncl uded plan inprovenent. And that would have FEMA in a
role of providing nore assistance with energency
prepar edness plans for states, |ocal governnents and tri bal
nati ons.

A second kind of assistance could include
trai ning assistance. Again, FEMA assisting state, |ocal and
tribal nations, and participating in their training efforts.

Courtesy evaluations are the third neans of
provi di ng techni cal assistance. This does happen in sone

eval uation contexts throughout the country, where it's not a
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graded eval uation but rather a courtesy evaluation
i nformati on exchange during rehearsals for exercises. And
it was suggested that we continue and expand those ki nds of
efforts.

A fourth kind of assistance would have to do with
radi ol ogical nmonitoring. And it was suggested that FEMA
work with other federal agencies to identify key
radi ol ogi cal nonitoring and assessnent capabilities,
determ ne where nore effort is needed, and work with those
entities to nake the needed i nprovenents.

A fifth area could include internet involvenent,
and nore specifically, creating a website for technical
assi stance for the REP program

Anot her nmeans of providing technical assistance
coul d be enphasi zing corrective actions versus an ultimte
grade. Enphasizing correcting the issues during exercise
play or drill play with | ess concern for the ultinmate
result, which is primary part of the way we do busi ness now.

It's felt very strongly that inproved | earning
woul d happen, it would be a |l ess threatening environnent,
and rel ationshi ps would i nprove within the partnership.

Anot her nmeans for providing technical assistance
could be for FEMA to take a nore active role with the

energency alert system
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A final nmeans of assistance could include FEVA
assisting with special needs data, and that woul d nean FEMA
getting involved in obtaining the data and working with the
privacy issues surrounding that particul ar type of data.

QO her areas that are nentioned in the paper could
i ncl ude such things as techni cal assistance conferences,
nore site visits, and things of that nature. Mich nore
hands- on.

The final category for the concept paper had to
do with federal exercise participation. It was felt that if
the federal governnment were a nore active participant in
exerci ses that people on all |evels would have a better
knowl edge of federal plans and federal resources that would
be available in the scenario that was being tested.

We could better test the relationship between the
federal radiol ogical energency response plan and the federal
response plan. And an issue that would need to be exam ned

that was certainly raised in the paper has to do with the
requi renent for greater comm tnent of resources in order for
the federal governnment to play a larger role in REP
exer ci si ng.

And those are the nmajor categories for the
partnership paper. Thank you.

MR. AUVAN. W have tinme allotted now if anyone
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has questions. |If you' d |like to nove to one of the
m crophones we'l|l take those clarifying questions now.
(Pause.)
MR, AUVMAN. If not, I'll thank Sharon and Mary
Lynn.

MS. MLLER  Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. The next concept paper wll be
presented on the radiol ogi cal aspects of REP. The
presenters for this paper are Falk Kantor, Tom Essig, Bil
McNutt and Marcus Wnche.

MR. KANTOR: Good norning, |'mPaul Kantor. |'m
a menber of the Strategic Review Steering Commttee, and |I'm
wi th the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion in our Headquarters
Ener gency Preparedness G oup.

And ny cohorts here, Bill MNutt of FEMA, and Tom
Essig of the NRC. Please feel free to join in wth any
conment s.

Thi s paper here, as you see, is the focus on the
radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP in relation to the all hazards
aspects of REP. [|f you exam ne FEMA's m ssion statenent,
one of the goals is stated as to establish in concern with
FEMA' s partners a national emergency managenent systemt hat
i s conprehensive, risk-based, and all hazards in approach.

So, FEMA, as an agency, has been noving in the
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direction of all hazards energency planning. And we
recei ved several coments fromthe public and ot her
organi zations stressing or stating that REP should al so be
included in the all hazards approach to energency pl anni ng.

During the course of the review of the issue of
inclusion of REP in the all hazards generic approach to EP
a related issue was identified by the steering conmttee and
al so in sone of the comments concerning whether the efforts
of state and | ocal governnents, as well as FEMA, should be
focused on those activities in REP unique to radi ol ogi cal
energenci es and | ess on the non-radi ol ogi cal aspects, the
generic aspects common to all emergencies.

So fromthat we devel oped the issue, the concept
paper issue of would the REP program be nore effective and
stream i ned by focusing nore on radiol ogical activities and
| ess on non-radiol ogical activities. So that's the issue of
t hi s paper.

And in our review we first took a | ook at the
pl anni ng standards and eval uation criteria of new reg 0654,
the objectives and in denonstration criteria in REP 14 and
REP 15, which could be considered specifically radiological
or all hazards, generic.

We al so exam ned the regulatory basis for EP to

determine if there were any inpedinents to noving REP into

HERI TAGE REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (202) 628-4888




28
all hazards. And we took a very brief overview |l ook at the
extent of changes which m ght be required in FEVA
regul ati ons and REP program gui dance if we did inplenent
this sort of program

Under the current programall EP standards nust
be net, and the resulting REP program nust continue to
provi de reasonabl e assurance. And we would certainly need
to maintain that no matter which direction we went with any
of these concept papers. But how this would be acconplished
may differ fromwhat is already in place.

In |l ooking at all hazards, we did exam ne sone of
the plans fromvarious states that have noved in that
direction. There's a different spectrum of approaches on
how different states and |localities have attenpted to
include REP in their all hazards approach to pl anni ng.

FEMA, itself, has issued a guide, state and | ocal
gui de 101, a guidance for all hazards energency pl anning,
whi ch provi des sone recomendati ons and directions for
devel oping all hazards plans. And the -- referred to as
enmer gency operations plan, which consists of a basic plan
functional annexes of the core functions simlar to al
energency response. and then hazard-specific appendi ces
whi ch woul d i nclude nucl ear power plant accidents.

Next slide. It becane apparent to us that the
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plan format was not really relative to the issue. There are
many different ways to format a plan, but if that's all you
acconplish was a reformatting of a plan, the froma
strategic review not too nuch was gai ned.

And then regardl ess of the fornmat response
personnel nust be know edgeabl e and able to denonstrate the
pl an's effectiveness in exercises.

As part of our review we reviewed the 0654
pl anni ng standards in the context of radiological or generic
functions. And we quickly determ ned that that did not |end
itself very well to trying to differentiate between
radi ol ogi cal and non-radi ol ogi cal aspects because the
standards pretty nuch enconpassed both aspects.

We determned it was nore useful to |ook at the
REP 14 exercise objectives, and within the objectives, to
the denonstration criteria and points of reference under
each of the objectives, as shown in REP 14 and 15.

We took, like | say, a first cut at devel oping
whi ch of the REP 14 objectives could be considered non-
radi ol ogi cal and we canme up with this short |ist of about
four as an illustration, exanple. There aren't that many
that really fall out as pure, non-radiol ogical objectives.

A nmuch larger category, you find that the

obj ectives have both all hazards generic functions and REP
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functions within them And here's a list that we canme up.
Agai n, nothing magic or permanent about this list. Just an
illustrative exanple of sonme of the objectives. |If you're
in the programyou're very well famliar with them That
i ncl udes both aspects of RAD versus nonRAD

And then we also identified another |ist of
obj ectives that clearly appear to be radiological in
approach. And this is a list of these objectives here. And
you can see the majority of the objectives, or at |east
about 50 percent, have pure radiol ogical aspects to them
State and | ocal governnents, you know, have been
denonstrating the ability to neet these objectives. And the
gquestion arises, is it practical to separate the objectives,
the denonstration criteria, points of review that are
consi dered radiological fromthe non-radiological. And if
so, which ones. So that's the first question that arises.
And, for exanple, you can | ook at the objective
of communi cations. It appears to be a generic activity.
Every response, every energency involves conmruni cati ons.
But if you ook at it closer sonme of the denonstration
criteria do appear to have specific radiological functions.
For exanpl e, conmuni cati ons between pl ant
operators and the EOC. Fromthe EOC to field teans. That

sort of thing are quite clearly radiol ogical type
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communi cation activities. And then the question is can
t hese functions be separated w thout affecting execution of
t he exerci se.

Anot her exanpl e we | ooked at was staffing.
bj ective 30, as far as a continuous 24-hour staffing.
Agai n, that appears to be a generic preparedness response
function, one that's maybe denonstrated in ot her non-
radi ol ogi cal energencies. But if you |ook close you find an
aspect to it where the outgoing staff is expected to brief
the oncom ng staff as to the radi ol ogi cal aspects of the
energency. So, again, the question is can this function be
separated w thout affecting execution of the exercise.

And we tal k about the exercise, the concept of
the integrated exercise. |It's defined in the NRC and FEVA
regul ations. But the integrated exercise is just that, it
does require involvenent, participation of the major
organi zations that are part of the energency response
organi zation, as identified in the plans.

I ncl udes the testing of the major observable
portions of the on-site and off-site enmergency plans, and
nmobi | i zati on of state and |local |icensing personnel and
ot her resources in sufficient nunbers to verify the
capability to respond to the accident scenario.

And al so, of course, the regulations require a
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periodi c exerci se which is now biennial, to be conduct ed.

And in order to conduct a truly integrated exercise
you really do need to include sone of these generic
activities, such as communi cations and so forth. And these
generic, all hazard concepts really formthe glue, you m ght
say, for an exercise. So it's difficult to separate out the
radi ol ogi cal versus non-radiol ogi cal aspects froma truly
fully integrated exercise.

Not wi t hst andi ng that we took a | ook at a possible
al ternative approach, and we show a schenmatic here of a
possi bl e approach to reaching a finding of reasonable
assurance sonewhat different than we do it today.

And there are a couple discrete -- a couple
different areas that can be broken up. One is we call
discrete drills; another one is a readi ness appraisals,
credit for exercises and expanded annual |etter of
certification. Wth, perhaps, a full participation
exercise, which could be less frequent than it is now

Let's take a closer | ook at each one of these and
see what we're referring to. Discrete drills for
radi ol ogi cal activities. There are sone that imredi ately
cone to mnd. Field nonitoring team denonstrations.

Emer gency wor ker denonstrating capability of know edge and

usi ng dose symmetry. Exposure control, DCON, use of Ki
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Direction and control responsibilities. Show ng
under st andi ng of technical information, radiol ogical
information. Protective action decision making. Mdi cal
response to a radiol ogi cal energency. And health physics
drills are clearly radiological drills that could be done
outsi de of the exercise in stand-al one, discrete fashion.

And you' Il notice sone overlap with this paper
and a paper you'll be hearing about a little bit later on,

t he exercise stream ining paper.

Anot her part of this alternative approach is
t hese, what we call readiness appraisals in conjunction with
these drills. These are wal k-throughs with response
organi zation staff; perhaps an increase in inspections or
exam nations m ght be nore appropriate to call them \here
FEMA staff would go out and interview and revi ew
capabilities of off-site organizations. Forminventory and
roster reviews. Do audits of resources, and verify the
current information listed in letters of agreenent.

Anot her possi bl e approach is | ooking, as part of
this approach is |ooking at all hazard exercises; eval uating
sone of the aspects of all hazard exercises, apart fromthe
REP exerci se, or sonme of these activities that are non-
radi ol ogi cal in function.

Anot her part of the approach is expanding credit

HERI TAGE REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (202) 628-4888




34
for real energencies, or non-radiol ogical response
activities. Sone of that is going on today, and that
per haps coul d be expanded.

And anot her part is assessnent of the plans and
preparedness in an expanded annual letter of certification.

So, with these different possible approaches it
could lead to a way or approach to focus on the RAD aspects
and | ess on the nonRAD aspects.

But that brings up certain issues to ponder here.

And the first is can FEMA nmake its adequacy findi ngs based
on drills and other preparedness activities, conbined with

| ess frequent, full participation exercises. Under the
present regulatory schene, FEMA is required to eval uate and
provide its findings to the NRC, it's findings of reasonable
assurance that the plans are adequate and can be

i npl enent ed.

Can you focus on the radiological aspects of REP
wi thout affecting the exercise process? And how and with
what frequency does one nake judgnents on reasonabl e
assur ance?

Anot her question is would nore focus on
radi ol ogi cal functions and | ess focus on generic functions
fragnment a coordi nated response process. And, finally, the

bottom|ine overall question, does enphasis on the RAD
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aspects of REP and | ess enphasis on the generic aspects of
REP nmerit further consideration by the Commttee.

Any additional comments, Bill, Ton?

MR. McNUTT: 1'd just |ike to enphasize that the
essence of this concept is the alternative approach, which
proposes that we use these discrete radiological drills, the
readi ness assessnents, the use of generic exercise activity
and expanding credit for responding to real energencies, and
what we call the annual letter of certification where the
state provides FEMA with a checklist of what they' ve
acconpl i shed during the year, per FEMA gui dance.

And we take all these activities and conbi ne them
and do these on an annual basis. And then what have we
gained? Well, if we take a | ook at the biennial exercise
and we relax the frequency to perhaps once every three
years, and once every four years, | think there is sone
advantages in reducing the intensity of evaluation that we
currently have. Although the discrete drill would require
an evaluator, certainly it wouldn't be to the extent that we
currently have at our integrated exercises.

But what we need to, at sonme point, once every
three or four years we would still need to have a ful
participation, integrated exercise.

MR. KANTOR:  Any clarifying questions on the
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concept, itself? W would entertain those now, or if you
want, | guess, later to nmake statenments. But if there's

anything in the concept that we can clarify now we'd be gl ad

to do that.

(Pause.)

MR. AUMAN. | guess not. Thank you.

| think -- we're a little ahead of schedul e,
think we'll just go on with the next concept paper, which

will be on Exercise Streamlining. And that will be
presented by Bob Bissell, Janet Lanb and Whody Curtis.

MS. LAMB: (Good norning, everyone. M/ nane is
Janet Lanb. |'mthe RAC Chairperson fromFEVMA Region 3 in
Phi | adel phia. And with ne is Wody Curtis, the RAC
Chai rperson from Region 5 in Chicago. And Bob Bissell, the
RAC Chair for Region 7 in Kansas City.

Wen we initially began reviewing all the
comments received fromyou and others it was pretty evident
that a I ot of the cormments centered around exerci ses and the
exerci se eval uation process. Qur paper discusses this, but
it also identifies several other areas and other nethods to
confirmthe existence of reasonabl e assurance that the
appropriate protective actions can be taken to protect the
health and safety of the public within the area of the

nucl ear power plants.
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Qur purpose is to identify your conments into
several different approaches that could be used in a
conbi nation to provide a reasonabl e assurance finding that
health and safety will be protected.

The addi tional nethods include concentration on
results-oriented evaluations. Concentration on objectives
that are radiological in nature. Expanded use of the annual
letter of certification. And verification of the annual
letters of certification through inspections or spot
i nspections throughout the year.

Devel opment of a nore flexible credit policy for
participation in other natural hazard exercises, or in sone
cases in real events that the community has responded to.
Bob will address these and ot her approaches that we have
| unped together fromall of your comrents received in the
Federal Register, the NEMA Conference, the white paper from
NElI, and FEMA staff comments.

W' ve grouped theminto eight areas and we woul d
like to point out the fact that these could be used in a
conbi nation to provide the reasonabl e assurance that we need
to do to maintain the programin the regul atory capacity.

In addition to the exercise stream ining paper,

t he RAC Chai rpersons from across the country have devel oped

a sanple that is attached to the exercise streanlining, and
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we would like to say that this is one approach that could be
used to stream ine the exercise evaluation tool used in the
event of a full participation exercise.

Ri ght now Bob is going to discuss each of the
ei ght areas that we address in our paper as possible
approaches to exercise streaniining.

MR. BI SSELL: Thanks, Janet. As she said
earlier, we've consolidated all these comments into eight
di fferent approaches. And sone of these concepts, sone of
t hese i deas, sone of these recommendati ons you' ve heard in
previ ous papers, but what we've tried to do is apply these
i deas and these concepts to the exercise process, itself.

|'"d like to begin with the first approach which
is the results-oriented exercise eval uation process.
Currently the exercise evaluation nethodology utilizes 33
objectives. This was introduced in Septenber of 1991.

They contain a sizeable nunber of points of
review that must be successfully denonstrated to neet the
requi renents of that objective. It's a very structured
process and | eaves very little latitude for the eval uator.

What has been proposed, which we have called the
results-oriented eval uati on process, is a significant change
to that process. It does contain a reduced nunber of

obj ectives. The objectives are nuch nore broad, and the
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checklist format no | onger exists.

This process would allow the players to conplete
an activity without follow ng a specific checklist. For
exanple, if an energency response decision was nade in an
emergency operation center to performa certain response
function, and that function did not necessarily follow the
plan as far as resources or responsibilities or authority,
and as |long as that energency response function was
successfully conpl eted, there woul d not be an exercise
i ssue.

This woul d give the players nuch nore latitude to
reach a desired outcone. Evaluators would concentrate on
the outconme of the exercise, and not the neans to conplete
t hat task

The second approach which you heard quite sone
detail earlier was to increase the focus on the radiol ogical
aspects of the REP program The ot her non-radi ol ogi cal
obj ectives could be acconplished by other neans. And sone
of the recomendati ons provided to us were to do that,
performthose functions in real events.

As you all know there are a |lot of these
obj ectives apply to any type of energency such as fires,
chem cal spills, and other natural disasters. So those

obj ectives could be denponstrated during those actual events,
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and credit could be provided for those.

Anot her area that could be utilized to obtain
credit for those non-radiol ogical objectives would be in
ot her nonREP exercises. This could be hazardous materials
exerci ses, chem cal stockpile energency preparedness
exerci ses, and other natural disaster exercises conducted
t hrough the state and | ocal |evel.

The ot her recommendati on was that some of these
obj ecti ves, these non-radiol ogi cal objectives, could receive
credit or denonstrated through FEMA staff assistance visits.

And you've heard a little bit about that earlier, and we'll
talk about that a little nore in another slide.

The third approach was the consolidation of |ike
objectives. W received quite a few comments that sonme of
the objectives are very simlar, and we could conbi ne those
obj ectives and actually reduce the nunber of objectives to
be denonstr at ed.

Sonme of those would be conbining, for exanple,
objective 1, nobilization and objective 30, 24-hour
staffing. Conbining objective 2, facilities with objective
3, direction and control and communi cations. And conbini ng
obj ective 5, exposure control with objective 14, potassium
i odide, just to nention a few

This would elimnate redundancy in the points of
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revi ew bet ween obj ecti ves.

Ckay, the other approach was to update REP policy
and gui dance. FEMA has not done a very good job in updating
t he eval uati on net hodol ogy gui dance with the changes in the
program Mst recently we've had sone updates and changes
to the energency broadcast system and EPA has provi ded an
update to their manual protective action guides.

The concern here was that FEMA shoul d devel op a
met hod to quickly update these manuals and nake it user
friendly where these changes could be easily updated with
page inserts.

Frequency of objective denonstration. There was
a lot of concern here that we spend too nmuch tine on the
ener gency phase of these exercises, and that we should all ow
nmore time or flexibility for the state and locals to perform
nore ingestion and recovery and reentry objectives.

Sonme of the recommendations nmade to us was to,
within that six-year cycle, allow the state the option to
start off with an ingestion exercise and elimnate the
energency portion of that process.

One of the other coments made is that we have
too nuch denonstration of sone objectives, the overriding
t heme was that we should be evaluating nedical drills on a

two-year cycle instead of a one-year cycle.
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There was sone statenents that we should have
nore frequent denonstration of sone objectives. It was a
consensus, | believe, that the state and | ocals would |ike
to see nore opportunities to denonstrate those ingestion and
recovery and reentry objectives.

Then the other itemthat we've heard about
earlier was to involve the federal players nore. They would
like to see the federal radiological enmergency response plan
tested in those ingestion exercises.

Ckay, the other approach -- one of the other
approaches was out-of -sequence denonstrations. Currently
sone state and | ocal denonstrations are perforned outside
t he exerci se sequence. However, there appears to be an
interest to expand on those denonstrations. Sone of the
suggestions we received were to include nursing hones,
correctional centers, radiological |aboratories, ingestion
field teans, traffic and access control functions, dose
cal cul ations and others in these out-of-sequence
denonstrati ons.

It was al so suggested that the plune and
i ngestion exercises be done out of sequence. Specifically
performthe plune or energency phase exercise in one year,
and possibly conme back in the off-year and do the ingestion

portion of that exercise.
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Sonme of the other coments we received which we
included in this approach was sonme concerns about the
f eedback provided by the evaluators. W had quite a few
comments indicating that FEMA does not do a very good job
with providing feedback to the evaluators -- or excuse ne,
to the players following the exercise. They would like to
see nore time spent imediately followng the drill or the
exercise with the players while they're still there and
while everything is fresh on their mnds to discuss the good
t hi ngs and the questionable things that occurred during the
exercise. They feel that not enough tinme is spent on this
process.

Anot her item kind of innovative item suggested,
was that FEMA be allowed to, at certain stages of the
exercise, if it's observed that an evaluation is going
poorly, that that evaluator stop that function and provide
sonme on-the-spot training for that player, and then
redenonstrate that objective right there while it's fresh on
their m nd.

The i ssue woul d be docunented as an area
requiring corrective action in the exercise report, but it
woul d i nclude an appropriate statenment indicating that the
i ssue was corrected and there would not be a requirenent to

performthat objective again during the next exercise.
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The eval uators woul d provide i medi ate feedback
to the exercise participants. And which they all felt, and
we feel, too, would be positive feedback for the player.
This would certainly result in a nmuch nore positive and
meani ngf ul experience with the player and the eval uator.

Anot her approach was exercise credit. And,
again, we've heard a little bit about this in the previous
papers. Currently FEMA only allows credit for two
obj ectives, off hours and unannounced exercises and drills.

| think there has been sone flexibility in some of the
regi ons, though, wth these two, with these itens.

It's been proposed that that be greatly expanded
to include nunmerous objectives such as nobilization
facilities, direction and control, comrunications, schools,
speci al popul ations, just to nention a few.

The suggestion was nmade that these objectives
could be verified through either an actual energency or
other all hazard exercises. W've talked about that a
little bit earlier before.

One of the concerns here, though, that was raised
was that if this was to occur and we did decide to expand
t hose objectives for credit, that FEMA-devel oped standard
i npl enentation guidelines that clearly docunented the

obj ectives that could qualify, and the required
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docunent ation for those.

The last item we kind of summarized all of these
approaches into what we call the alternative eval uation
approaches. And basically the coomenters would like to see
these itens denonstrated in lieu of actually perform ng an
eval uati on.

Staff assistance visits. W discussed this a
l[ittle bit earlier. It was discussed in nore detail in
anot her paper. FEMA would provide staff to performvisits
to the state and |locals to provide feedback on training,
possi bly some informal eval uations of out-of-sequence
drills, or other exercises, non-eval uated exerci ses.

We tal ked about out-of-sequence eval uati ons
again. They would |ike to see that greatly expanded to
reduce the anmount of tinme spent on full-scal e exercises.
Sanme with credit for actual events.

The annual letters of certification, it was
proposed that that be expanded to include other itens that
are normal |y eval uated during exercises. Such things as --
equi pnent, mai ntenance and cal i bration; personal dose
symetry operability and nai ntenance; potassium i odi de
requi renents; conmmunication drills.

The last item self-assessnent. There are quite

a few organi zations, | believe on the east coast, that
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participate that are below the county | evel and are required
to denonstrate and participate in exercises. |It's been
proposed that those organi zati ons bel ow the county | evel
perform sel f-assessnents and provide the results of those
assessnments in the annual letter of certification.

That concl udes our presentation and we'l|l
entertain any questions for clarification.

Thank you.

MR, AUMAN. Ckay, any questions?

Al right, we're going to press on on the agenda
then and finish up with our fourth concept paper on
Del egated State. That will be presented by Steve Borth,
Tanmy Doherty and Rose Mary Hogan.

MS. DOHERTY: Good norning, |'m Tamry Doherty and
|"'mfromthe FEMA Regional Ofice in Seattle, Washington
And we have Steve Borth and Rose Mary Hogan. Steve is from
FEMA at EM; Rose Mary is fromthe NRC, in Headquarters,
guess.

As all the other presenters have said, these
concept papers were devel oped using the cooments fromthe
Federal Register, and any other coments that we've gotten.

The del egated state concept, we tried to be a
little creative. It's a fundanmental change fromthe current

rep programand it's sonewhat far out, but we actually used
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the coments that we got to put it together. So, it's
definitely a different approach.

Under the concept FEMA would still provide
reasonabl e assurance findings to NRC, however the nethod of
collecting that informati on would be quite different than we
do it now If the concept is approved the inplenentation
details would have to be worked out.

As the concept is witten now, the del egation
woul d be for each site. W would have 350 plan approval
required before a site could becone a del egated state or a
del egated site. The group used the 350 plan approval,
assum ng that that would be sort of a baseline that
reasonabl e assurance exists, and | guess there are 12 sites
now t hat do not have the 350 plan approval. So, it could be
a problemfor those sites.

The states would submt a detailed annual letter
of certification which would be the non-exercise vehicle
t hat woul d docunment conpliance. And it would be -- under
the concept paper it would be an expanded annual |etter of
certification. And then FEMA would continue to provide
[imted oversight.

The program woul d be voluntary. The governor or
his or her designee would apply. And then the state would

have to neet certain criteria outlined by FEMA. Sone of the
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ideas that we had for that criteria would be that they would
continue to -- that the states would continue to conduct and
eval uate exercises. And that a standard expanded annual
letter of certification that would contain sone enhanced
requi renents would still need to be submtted each year.

The annual letter of certification would be very
i nportant and FEMA would rate, would take a | ook at the
annual letter of certification and then rate each function.

And the ratings would be, as proposed in the paper, either
accept abl e, acceptable with recomendati ons for inprovenent,
or unacceptable. And then based on those ratings FEMA woul d
make an overall finding about reasonabl e assurance.

The findings could be described in three ways,
either a reasonabl e assurance exists, reasonabl e assurance
exi sts but the program needs inprovenent, or reasonable
assurance doesn't exist. And if that happened then the
state woul d have to devel op sone i nprovenent strategies.

And anot her possibility would be that FEMA woul d eval uate
the next exercise. |If the shortfalls weren't corrected then
the site could |l ose the del egated state status.

The paper tal ks about really the major function
that's being del egated woul d be the eval uati on functi on,
al t hough the state would have control over all the other

t hi ngs, too, but the major function would be the eval uation
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function. And as the concept paper is witten, the state
woul d use the FEMA- endorsed exerci se net hodol ogy, and woul d
still have to devel op issues and corrective actions after
exerci ses.

The state could use state and |ocal staff as |ong
as they were trained to evaluate exercises. And if the
state wanted, then you know, you could still invite FEVA
evaluators in, as long as they were avail abl e.

The | ast paper, actually |I think a couple of
papers have tal ked about the credit policy. Based on the
comments that we've gotten it's pretty clear that we need a
nore enhanced credit policy and | think that that is
definitely something that will come out of this process.

But one of the provisions in the delegated state
concept could be the states could apply for the credit
policy in their exercises, and then they could include that
information in their annual letter of certification. And if
FEMA identified any problens with it, then FEMA could go in
and require sone sort of correction. But the del egated
states woul d be able to use the credit policy, also.

FEVMA may opt to verify portions of the state's
program periodically. Sone of the areas we m ght want to
| ook at would be the training plan for responders, drill or

exerci se eval uation plans, plan and procedure nai ntenance
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program the roster of key staff. And then periodic visits
to assess facilities, equipnment and training.

And part of the concept could be that states with
good performance woul d have fewer verification visits. And
then vice versa for states that don't have such great
per f or mance.

If this concept nmakes it through the process to
the final recomendations, we would really need to | ook at
the financial, howit would be funded. And that's not
sonet hing that we've done because it was such a different
concept that we didn't want to take a whole lot of tinme to
do that now until we found out if it was really a viable
concept.

So, sone of the things we would need to | ook at
is wuld the utilities continue to fund FEMA. Wuld sone of
t hat noney be passed to the states. Wuld the utilities go
ahead and just fund the states directly. And, you know, any
ot her ideas that we can conme up with. But the funding is
definitely something we need to take a | ook at, and we have
not .

Since this is such a fundanental change fromthe
current programwe would want to try it on a few pil ot
states before we just inplenented it. And that way any

probl ens that devel oped we woul d be able to work out before

HERI TAGE REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (202) 628-4888




51
it was fully inplenented.

Sites without the del egated status would conti nue
to be evaluated by FEMA, and woul d be able to take advant age
of any of the inprovenents we nmade in the current rep
program But FEMA would still be as involved as they are
Now.

W tried to list sonme of the advantages and
di sadvantages. |'msure we'll hear nore disadvantages than
we've got listed, but this is what we've come up wth as far
as advant ages.

States woul d have nuch greater flexibility in
conducting their REP progranms. You would still have certain
requi renents, but the nethods and procedures wouldn't be
prescribed by FENA.

The 350 pl an approval process takes on nore
i nportance so that the 12 sites that currently don't have it
may want to go ahead and get it. And it does provide a
baseline for granting the del egated state status.

The annual letter of certification takes on nore
inportance. It would be the primary docunent that FEVA
woul d use to assess reasonabl e assurance, other than the
exercise results.

And it's possible that some stream ining could

result because it may reduce sone of the FEMA resources that
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are used now. As you've seen in sone of the other papers we
tal k about having nore technical assistance. So nmaybe sone
of the people now that are doing nore evaluation type stuff
could be used for sone of the technical assistance.

D sadvant ages. States woul d be eval uating
t henmsel ves, and that could be perceived as not very
effective. There could be -- the public m ght have a
problemw th that. You know, we're just not sure at this
poi nt .

This status would require nore state resources.
And if you couldn't make arrangenments with other states,
that could be a problem

And FEMA woul d be involved in admnistering a
dual system because we'd have sone states that had
del egated status and others that did not. So we would stil
have to keep sonme group of FEMA staff to deal with the non-
del egat ed st ates.

So that's kind of the concept in a nutshell. And
if you' ve got any clarifying questions, |I'd be glad to
answer them

MR. AUMAN.  Any questions? Thank you.

We're going to adjust our schedule a little bit,
gi ven sone comments that canme up, and given that we're ahead

of schedul e based on the agenda that you have.
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We're going to take a short break, about 15
mnutes. Qutside in the |obby there is a small snack bar
there that does have coffee and sandw ches avail abl e.
We'll come back in about 15 mnutes and |I'll ask
one nmenber from each of our panelists to cone up and we'l|l

begi n taki ng prepared comments.

|'"ve got five of; we'll conme back about ten
after. So, at 11:10 we'll begin taking prepared comments
and we'll continue on as long as we need to. And we'll make

that decision if we have to break at that tine.

Ckay, so we'll take about 15 m nutes and then
we'll take your comrents after that. Thank you.

(Brief recess.)

MR. AUMAN. We're still trying to track down our
fourth panelist, but we're going to go ahead and start
anyhow. We'll take comments at this tinme from anyone who
woul d |ike to.

Agai n, we have plenty of tinme so | think the
five-mnute rule is really a noot point. So, if any of you
woul d i ke to come down to the m crophone we'll be happy to
take your comrents now.

Over here. If you would start off, please, with
your name and your affiliation for our reporter, and then

you can go fromthere. Thank you.
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MR. WAAGE: Yes, ny nane is Edward Waage, | ast
name Wa-a-g-e. |'ma Senior Energency Planner with D ablo
Canyon Power Pl ant, Pacific Gas and El ectric Conpany.

We wel cone the opportunity to comment on this
review of the FEMA program The REP program has matured
considerably since its inception followi ng the accident at
TM . Local and state governnents have consistently
denonstrated that they can and will protect the public in an
acci dent.

There was a | arge body of detail ed guidance
menor anda, REP gui dance, and eval uati on net hods which were
devel oped largely in response to the results or to the needs
of NRC |icensing hearings. These detailed guidance nay have
been useful in the legal arena, but they are of limted
value in evaluating the capability to respond to an
acci dent.

We recomend that the detail ed gui dance,
especially on exercise evaluation, be elimnated; and
i nst ead, use performance-based eval uation. Rather than
asking did the responders follow every step of the
procedure, we should ask were the decisions made and actions
t aken appropriate to protect the public.

St udi es of successful responses by communities in

energenci es which required evacuation indicated that there
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are a few essential elenents which led to that success.
They are witten plans for procedures, a regular exercise of
t hose plans and procedures, and energency response personnel
who are trained in their duties.

The successful responses occurred in the absence
of any federal oversight. |'mnot suggesting that federal
oversight be elimnated, but the nature of that oversight
needs an extensive overhaul.

FEMA has added a | ayer of detailed criteriato
eval uate |l ocal and state performance, which do little to
i nprove overall preparedness. The detailed checklist in REP
14 and 15 shoul d be replaced by broad objectives based upon
the criteria of new reg 654.

And eval uation of those objectives should consi st
of a determ nation of whether the state and | ocal
gover nnments nmade appropri ate decisions, and whether the
public was adequately inforned of those decisions. The
out cone of the response is the nost inportant part.

The current process encourages evaluators to | ook
at every step of the procedure, and if it's not followed
step-by-step the evaluator wites up a finding. This
process di scourages managenent of the energency, and instead
rewards sinple follow ng of checklists. The real world

requi res that energency responders exercise their judgnent
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to take the necessary actions. But such energency
managenent may be penalized by the eval uation process.

Anot her area of concern are the qualifications of
FEMA eval uators. The exercise evaluation teamis usually
made up of |arge nunbers of contractors from governnent
| aboratories. Wiile they may be tal ented individuals, they
rarely have an energency preparedness background.

The best evaluators are those who have been there
and done that. They are the | ocal and state responders who
have witten plans and procedures, exercised those plans and
procedures, and trained their agencies to carry them out.

We woul d encourage FEMA to use the talents and
experiences that these |ocal and state agency personnel
could bring to the evaluation of exercises.

Further, the | arge nunbers of evaluators are
unnecessary. For exanple, the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion
does an admrable job in evaluating utilities response with
a teamusually consisting of four. And their evaluation is
nor e performance-based than FEMA' s

| f the enphasis is placed upon the outcone of the
response, FEMA could performits evaluation with a smaller,
nore effective evaluation team

There is one area where the federal governnent

can be of considerable help, and that is the direct
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techni cal assistance. The Departnment of Energy has been
maki ng good progress in assisting states in recovery phases
of an energency. And FEMA should continue to put nore
resources into inproving its own response efforts and those
of other federal agencies. There are many opportunities in
this area.

While ny cooments are fairly broad, | guess | do
have specific concerns about sone of the proposals. | guess
the overriding one is the current situation where we have
detailed criteria, lots of paperwork involved in determ ning
effectiveness. | would caution that as you go forward and
devel op new criteria and so forth, objective-based, if you
will, that the process not be cunbersone; that you | ook at
the end user and the effectiveness of the program when you
cone up with your final docunents, if you will. The devil's
always in the details.

And when the final product is out, that it be
easy to inplenent with as little burden as necessary for the
| ocal and state responders that can denonstrate that they
are prepared.

Thank you. | can give you a copy of ny prepared
st at enent .

MR. AUMAN. Thank you.

MR. BROMN: Good norning, George Brown, San Luis
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bi spo County O fice of Energency Services.

Li stening to the concept papers brought out sone
ideas, and I'mgoing to tie ny ideas to specific papers.

On the partnership concept paper, in talking
about technical assistance, | think one thing that the FEMA
regions could do would be to act as a broker, letting -- say
one agency or one jurisdiction does a particularly good job
of dealing wth the special needs population |ist, |et other
peopl e know who are struggling with that issue who's doing a
good job of it.

And that would -- let's not reinvent the wheel.
There are people out there with an emergency managenent
community that have expertise. And if the regions really
wanted to help provide it, FEMA's not the only source of the
know edge.

On the radiol ogical focus concept paper, again
woul d enphasi ze the exercise credit for real world events.
The functions of enmergency managenent are not uni que to REP

Alert and notification and managi ng eval uations and traffic
managenent, all of those things go on on a day-to-day basis
in our jurisdictions.

And | think we could reduce the burden on FEMA in
terms of the nunber of evaluators they bring into our

communities, the paperwork burden, the financial burden, if
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effective exercise credit was given for real world
ener genci es.

Along the sane |line there was tal k about whet her
we shoul d have all the objectives in the exercise or only
the REP objectives. And | think maybe what we coul d do,
agai n reducing the burden on FEMA, all the objectives could
be included, but the only objectives that are eval uated
woul d be the REP objectives.

| realize it's inportant to have the other
obj ectives included for a snooth fl ow ng exercise, but that
doesn't nean that FEMA needs to be evaluating things that
are done on a day-to-day basis.

And with regard to the del egated state concept
paper, | would encourage FEMA to | ook at this very
creatively. There are other exanples out there in the
federal government. The FED- OSHA/ state-OSHA programis a
classic exanple of a delegated programthat's been very
successful. States that had effective occupational safety
progranms prior to the concept of Fed-OSHA were permtted to
conti nue those.

Anot her exanple is the federal/state forestry
fire prevention prograns where there's a tradeoff in
jurisdiction, where the federal governnent will allow the

states to provide the service where it's nmuch nore cost
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effective.

Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you.

MS. HANDLEY: Good norning, ny nane is Panel a
Handl ey; | ast nanme Ha-n-d-l1-e-y. | work for Southern

California Edison at the San Onofre Nucl ear Generating
Station. [|I'mthe Supervisor of off-site enmergency planning.

| have a few coments regarding the presentations
this norning. First I'd like to nmention that | appreciate
the opportunity to participate as a stakeholder in this
process.

Cenerally what we'd like to see is an enphasis
and a focus on the exercise streanlining activity, place a
priority on this activity, develop an action plan and a
schedul e for inplenmentation.

W'd like to see a delay or deferral of the
del egated state initiative until the higher priority
strategic review activities have been inpl enent ed.

Comments on sone of the concepts, nonitoring of
reasonabl e assurance. It has been established through a
nunber of regulatory required |icensing proceedings that the
current |evel of exercise evaluation is sufficient to
initially establish reasonabl e assurance program adequacy

for any given site.
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FEMA shoul d continue to maintain the current
| evel of evaluation for a site initial |icensing exercise.
Once this is conducted and an operating |icense is issued,
the role for maintaining assurance of public health and
safety should shift to one that nonitors the adequacy of the
program rather than repeatedly reconfirmng the initial
finding during each subsequent exercise eval uation.

We believe the exercise evaluation process should
be consolidated. The biennial exercises should be -- the
eval uati on of the biennial exercises should be limted to
eval uating previously identified concerns.

We ask you to consider an efficient approach to
t he determ ning of reasonabl e assurance. And one of the
things that's inportant to the utility is not using
unreal i stic exercise scenarios. Reducing the requirenent
for the nedical drill frequency to a biennial requirenent.

We recogni ze that we are indeed in partnership
with the participants in the REP program and one of the
final things that we'd like to see is providing credit for
real events. And using self evaluation.

The initiatives that you' ve di scussed here today
of fer a wi ndow of opportunity for revolutionary change. W
encourage you to accept the challenge and the | eadership

role and streamine the rep process and the program
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oper ati ons.

Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you very nuch. Any ot her
comment s?

No? If not, I'Il turn it back over to Anne
Martin.

M5. MARTIN: Thank you, Rick. And I'd just |ike
to thank each of our participants again for com ng out
today. And | also would like to take this opportunity to
t hank our Region 9 who just rendered us exenplary support
and made this program happen today.

Sally Zrol kowski, probably nost of you know
Sally, who is the Preparedness Training and Exercises
Division Director here in San Francisco. On her staff,

Ri chard Echavarirra, and al so today, Jerem ah Hall, David
Fowl er and Eliza Chan were supporting us with nedia
inquiries. So, thank you to our Region 9 colleagues here.

And I'd Iike to remind you that if there are any
comments that you have that cone to mind after this neeting,
after you have had an opportunity to cogitate what you heard
about the concept papers, that you have an opportunity to
submt witten corments to the address -- this is also on
your agenda, so you have a piece of paper to take away with

the address -- to Nancy CGoldstein on or before January 1st.
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That is a date that was established because the
Strategic Review Steering Commttee will begin its
del i berations in January to develop the prelimnary
recomendations. So any comments that conme in before then,
of course, would be folded into those initial
recommendat i ons.

And in particular I would |ike to thank Panel a
Handl ey, Ed Waage and George Brown for your comrents. And
particularly for the challenge, to accept the challenge and
to exercise the | eadership role. That's certainly what we
want to do here in redefining the REP program but we can
only do that with your help and your assistance, and in
tandem w th you.

So, again, we appreciate your com ng out today
and taking part in the process.

And that concl udes our neeting.

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m, the neeting was

concl uded.)

- -000- -
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